1 The object agreement morpheme has the allomorphs j(a)/i/j/je, whose distribution is determined by vowel harmony, among others (see Rebrus 2000) . Compare:
íro-m 'write-OBJ.1SG' ismere-m 'know-OBJ.1SG' íro-d 'write-OBJ.2SG' ismere-d 'know-OBJ.2SG' ír-ja-0 'write-OBJ-3SG' ismer-i -0 'know-OBJ-3SG' ír-j -uk 'write-OBJ-1PL' ismer-j -uk 'know-OBJ-1PL' ír-já-tok 'write-OBJ-2PL' ismer-i -tek 'know-OBJ-2PL' ír-já-k 'write-OBJ-3PL' ismer-i -k 'know-OBJ-3PL' 'I collect mushrooms HERE, not THERE.' (Khanty, Nikolaeva 2001: (32) )
The secondary topic is a familiarity topic; it conveys contextually or situationally given information. The criteria of givenness is also satisfied if the possessor of the object is given, including the case when it is coreferent with the clause-mate subject. In (13), the topic interpretation of the object is licensed by its coreference with the subject. In other words, object-verb agreement enforces the given, i.e., coreferent, interpretation of the possessor. transitive clauses recorded by Pápay (1906-8) . 412 of the clauses contain a non-agreeing object, and 677 of them contain an agreeing object. Among the agreeing (i.e., topical) objects, 87% are contextually given, and an additional 7% have a contextually given possessor.
Among the non-agreeing, i.e., focused, objects, the proportion of previously activated objects is 11%.
The agreeing object of the Khanty sentence is always secondary topic, i.e., it represents given information, but it is never the only topic; it is not the constituent whose referent the sentence is about. If the D-structure object is intended to represent the primary topic, the sentence is passivized. The secondary topic status of the agreeing object follows from its structural position. In the SOV Khanty sentence, a non-agreeing object is strictly preverbal, and the oblique arguments and adjuncts are to be found between the object and the topicalized subject. When the object is secondary topic eliciting verbal agreement, it is extracted from the VP into a position preceding the oblique arguments and the VP-adjuncts, where it is still preceded and ccommanded by the subject, functioning as the primary topic (Nikolaeva 1999: 63-69 
The Inverse Agreement Constraint in Uralic
The clarification of the role of Ugric differential object-verb agreement has also made it clear when and why the Inverse Agreement Constraint is evoked. It is elicited when the clause contains two topics; when both the subject and the object are extracted from the VP.
The Animacy Hierarchy underlying the Inverse Agreement Constraint is nondistinct from the universal Topicality Hierarchy, i.e., the likelihood of various NP arguments being the topic of sentences (cf. Moravcsik 1974 , Givón 1975 , 1983 , Aissen 1999 . Hence, what the Inverse Agreement Constraint blocks is that the secondary topic be higher ranked in the Animacy/Topicality Hierarchy than the structurally more prominent primary topic (É. Kiss
2013): (21) Inverse Topicality Constraint
In a construction with two topics, the structural hierarchy of the topics cannot contradict the ranking of their referents in the Animacy/Topicality Hierarchy.
Violatons of (21) can be avoided by construing the object outranking the subject in the Animacy/Topicality Hierarchy as a focus, i.e.:
(22) An object more animate/more topical than the subject of the same clause can only be construed as a focus.
According to Givón (1975) , topicalized object -verb agreement is often reinterpreted as definite object -verb agreement, given that topics are definite in most cases. This is what happened in Hungarian, too, in the post-Ugric, Proto-Hungarian period. However, as illustrated by Marcantonio (1985) and É. Kiss (2014) The Samoyedic languages of the Uralic family, among them Tundra Nenets, have also preserved both components of this grammatical system: they mark the secondary topic role of the object by verbal argeement, and the Inverse Topicality Constraint prevents 1st and 2nd
person pronouns from assuming a secondary topic role (Dalrymple and Nikolaeva 2011, Nikolaeva 2014). Tundra Nenets differential object-verb agreement is illustrated by the minimal pair in (26). In (26a), the object is secondary topic; in (26b), it is focus:
father-1SG boat-ACC do-OBJ.3SG 
The Person-Case Constraint (PCC) in Ugric
According to Dalrymple and Nikolaeva (2011: 2) , differential object-verb agreement is merely one of the possible manifestations of the more general phenomenon of differential object marking. The other possibility is to mark the topic role of the object on the object by a case suffix. Differential object-verb agreement and differential accusative marking can also go hand in hand, encoding the secondary topic status of the object both on the verb and on the object. This is also the case in Eastern Mansi -see (16)- (17) The interdependence of object marking and object-verb agreement is almost complete in the more than 2000 Eastern Mansi sentences analyzed by Virtanen (2014; 2015) . The rate of accusative-marked objects among the objects not eliciting agreement is 7%, and the rate of overt uncasemarked nominal objects among the objects eliciting agreement is 13%. Some of the mismatches involve a 1st or a 2nd person object, which are grammaticalized to reject accusative marking, but can, nevertheless, elicit agreement when they are contextually given.
The mismatch between object marking and object agreement may often be merely apparent.
E.g., in the following sentence, the object eliciting agreement may well be a silent accusative pro; the postverbal nominative object appears to be an afterthought:
young.man find-PRET-OBJ.3SG father-3SG let-PARTICIP letter 'The young man found the letter sent by his father.'
The close correspondence between accusative marking and object-verb agreement supports Dalrymple and Nikolaeva's (2011) assumption that differential object-verb agreement and differential object marking are two sides of the same phenomenon; both object-verb agreement and case-marking on the object encode the secondary topic role of the object. In that case, however, the lack of accusative marking on 1st and 2nd person objects and on objects anchored to a 1st or 2nd person possessor is the equivalent of the Inverse Agreement Constraint, i.e., a manifestation of the Inverse Topicality Constraint, harmonizing the structural hierarchy and the relative topicality of the primary and secondary topics.
The type of constraint observed in Eastern Mansi, restricting the assignment of accusative case to 3rd person nominals, is known cross-linguistically as the Person-Case Constraint (cf. Bonet 1991 , Anagnostopoulou 2003 .
The Person-Case Constraint attested in Eastern Mansi is also present in Hungarian.
Though object-marking by a -t suffix is obligatory in Hungarian, the 1st and 2nd person singular pronouns bear no -t (they only bear a possessive suffix): thematic roles. That is, the Uralic facts refute his claim that the Person-Case Constraint is extragrammatical. The repair strategy it triggers in the Ugric languages is also clearly syntactic: an object that is more prominent in the topicality hierarchy than the subject cannot be externalized; it remains inside the verb phrase, where it is interpreted as an information focus.
What the Inverse Topicality Constraint, manifested as the Inverse Agreement Constraint and/or the Person-Case Constraint, correlates in the Uralic languages is structural hierarchy and discourse-functional hierarchy; that is, it is a constraint on the syntaxsemantics/pragmatics interface. This approach, similar to Haspelmath's explanation, can resolve the contradiction between the generality of the constraint in the languages of the world and its high variability as regards its targets, its licensing conditions, and its manifestations. What is general is the tendency for information structure to be manifested in syntactic structure. In the Uralic languages in which the Inverse Topicality Constraint is active, syntactic structure and information structure are more or less fused. Information structure cannot overwrite the c-command relations of syntactic structure, for example, a topicalized object cannot c-command the subject in an active sentence. Consequently, the syntactic and discourse hierarchies of the constituents must be harmonized. 
